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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1 - 3, 5 ~ 6, 8 - 9, 13 and 19 - 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Harvey Brydon [hereinafter Brydon, "powerfail recovery", Dec. 28, 1995] in 
view of Nathan et al [hereinafter Nathan, U.S. Pat, 6,647,492] in ftirther view of Skibinski et al 
[hereinafter Skiniski, U.S. Pat. 6,654,798]. 

Regarding to claim 1, Brydon teaches a computer-implemented method for obtaining 
information about a shutdown of a computer having an operating system managing at least one 
user-mode process, the shutdown of the computer including a shutdown of the operating system, 
the method comprising: 

• prompting a user reason for the shutdown of the computer [page 5, "What is the 
reason for this shutdown"]; 

• receiving a user reason [page 5, "then goto read_reason"]; 

• storing the reason in a memory [page 1, "**** Start WHYB00T.COM:", lines 13 
-16] 

However, Bryson does not explicitly teaches: 
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• presenting a user with a plurality of reasons for the shutdown of the computer; 

• receiving a user selection of at least one of the plurality of reasons; 

• capturing the state of the at least one user-mode process for subsequent analysis. 
Nathan teaches: 

• capturing the state of the at least one user-mode process [col. 7, lines 17-18], 
Skibinski teaches: 

• presenting a user with a plurality of reasons for the log-off of a system [16, fig. 3]; 

• receiving a user selection of at least one of the plurality of reasons [col 3, lines 26 
- 29]; and 

• capturing the reasons for subsequent analysis [col. 7, line 64 - col. 8, line 4]. 

As such, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to combine the teachings of Brydon, Nathan and Skibinski because they all 
directed to the teaching of shutting down/logging off the system. Nathan and Skibinski teach the 
details of capturing, presenting, receiving and analyzing the captured information, which are 
missing in Brydon' s system. 

Regarding to claim 19, Brydon teaches a computer-implemented method for obtaining 
information about a shutdown of a computer, wherein the computer has a memory and an 
operating system managing a plurality of user-mode processes, the shutdown of he computer 
including a shutdown of the operating system, the method comprising: 

• receiving from a user a reason for shutting down the computer [page 5, "What is 
the reason for this shutdown", "then goto read^reason"]; and 
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• storing the received reason in the memory [page "**** Start 
WHYB00T.COM:", lines 13 - 16]. 

However, Brydon does not explicitly teaches: 

• the reason is one of a plurality of predefined shutdown reasons; 

• taking a snapshot of a state of each of the plurality of user-mode processes that 
are running on the computer at the time of the shutdown; and 

• storing the snapshot in the memory. 
Nathan teaches: 

• taking a snapshot of a state of each of the plurality of user-mode processes that 
are running on the computer at the time of the log-off [col 7, hnes 17-18]. 

Skibinski teaches: 

• the reason is one of a plurality of predefined log-oflF reasons [52, fig. 2]; and 

As such, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to combine the teachings of Brydon, Nathan and Skibinski because they all 
directed to the teachings of shutting down/ logging-off the system. Nathan and Skibinski teach 
the details of the snapshot and the predefined reasons which are missing in Brydon' s system. 

Regarding to claims 2 and 20, Nathan further teaches a computer-readable medium 
having stored thereon computer-executable instructions for performing the method of claims 1 
and 19, respectfully [108, fig. 1]. 
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Regarding to claim 3, Brydon, Nathan and Skibinski teach all the limitations of claim 1. 
Skibinski further teaches retrieving the plurality of reasons from a system database [col. 3, lines 
23 - 24]; and, presenting the retrieved reasons to the user [16, fig. 3]. 

Regarding to claim 5, Brydon, Nathan and Skibinski teach all the limitations of claim 1. 
Skibinski further teaches at least one of the plurality of reasons is custom-defined [col. 2, lines 
19-20]. 

Regarding to claim 6, Brydon, Nathan and Skibinski teach all the limitations of claim 1. 
However, Brydon, Nathan and Skibinski do not explicitly teaches receiving from the user a 
typed-in description of at least one reason for the shutdown; and, storing the typed-in description 
in the memory. Specifically, Nathan teaches storing the shutdown reason in the memory [col. 7, 
lines 20 -22]. 

As such, a routineer in the art would recognize that such feature is inherent in Brydon, 
Nathan and Skibinski' s system. 

Regarding to claim 8, Brydon, Nathan and Skibinski teach all the limitations of claim 1 . 
Skibinski further teaches that the user initiates the log-off of the system [col. 3, lines 22-23] 
and selects one or more reasons for logging off the system at a remote system [col. 3, lines 26 - 
27] that is in communication with the computer being log-off [col. 3, lines 19-21]. 
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As such, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to modify the teachings of Skibinski to allow the system to perform the same tasks 
in a shutdovra mode. 

Regarding to claim 9, Brydon, Nathan and Skibinski teach all the limitations of claim 1. 
Brydon further teaches prompting the user to enter the shutdown reason [page 5, "What is the 
reason for this shutdown"] in response to the user initiating a shutdown of the computer [page 1, 
"**** Start WHYBOOT.CONT', lines 13 - 14]. 

Regarding to claim 13, Brydon, Nathan and Skibinski teach all the limitations of claim 1. 
Skibinski further teaches receiving a user indication of a remote machine that is being log-off 
[col. 3, lines 26 - 29]. 

As such, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to modify the teachings of Skibinski to allow the system to perform the same tasks 
in a shutdown mode. 

Regarding to claim 21, Brydon, Nathan and Skibinski teach all the limitation of claim 19. 
Brydon further teaches in response to the user initiating the shutdown of the computer [page 1, 
"**** Start WHYBOOT.CONT', lines 13 - 14], prompting the user to enter the shutdown reason 
[page 5, "What is the reason for this shutdown"]. 
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3. Claims 15-18 and 23 - 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Harvey Brydon [hereinafter Brydon, "powerfail recovery", Dec. 28, 1995] in view of 
Nathan et al [hereinafter Nathan, U.S. Pat. 6,647,492] in fiirther view of Connelly et al 

[hereinafter Connelly, U.S. Pat. 6,594,786]. 

Regarding to claim 1 5, Bryson teaches a computer-implemented method for obtaining 
information about a shutdown of a computer, the method comprising: 

• receiving a user entry of a command to shut down the computer along with at 
least one shutdown reason [page 1, "**** Start WHYB00T.COM:", lines 13 - 
14, page 5, "What is the reason for this shutdown", "then goto read_reason"]; and 

• storing the entered reason in a memory [page 1, "**** Start WHYB00T.COM:", 
lines 13 - 16]. 

However, Brydon does not explicitly teaches: 

• searching a list of predefined shutdown reason codes to determine whether the 
entered shutdown reason code is recognized; 

• if the entered reason code is recognized, storing the entered reason code in a 
memory; 

• if the entered reason code indicates that the shutdown is unplanned, taking a 
snapshot of a current state of each of a plurality of user-mode processes, the 
snapshot comprising at least one parameter of each use-mode process; and 

• storing the snapshot in a non-volatile memory. 
Nathan teaches: 
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• taking a snapshot of a current state of each of plurality of user-mode processes, 
the snapshot comprising at least one parameter of each user-mode process [col. 7, 
lines 16- 17; and 

• storing the snapshot in a non- volatile memory [col. 7, lines 17 - 20]. 
Specifically, Nathan takes the snapshot prior to shutting down the system regardless the 

shutdown is planned or unplanned. 
Connelly teaches: 

• searching a list of predefined shutdown reason codes to determine whether the 
entered shutdown reason code is recognized [Table 1, Cause #]. 

As such, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to combine the teachings of Brydon, Nathan and Skibinski because they all 
directed to the teaching of shutting down/ logging-off the system. Nathan and Skibinski teach the 
snapshot and the predefined shutdown reason code which are missing in Brydon's teachings. 

Also, at the time of the invention, a routineer in the art would recognize that Nathan's 
system can easily be modify to only take the snapshot, taught by Nathan when the shutdown is 
unplanned, taught by Connelly. ^ 

Regarding to claim 23, Brydon, Nathan and Connelly teach all the limitations of claim 
15. • 
Cormelly further teaches: 

• in response to a user initiating the shutdown of the computer [col. 7, lines 36 - 
37]; 
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• retrieving a list of preconfigured shutdown reasons from a database on the 
computer [Table 1]; 

• presenting the list of preconfigured shutdown reasons to the user [Table 1]; 

• prompting the user to select one or more of the preconfigured reasons [col. 7, - 
lines 38 -39, Table 1]; 

• storing the selected preconfigured reason or reasons in a log file on the computer 
[col. 7, line 39]; 

As such, claim 23 is reject with the same reference citations and rationale as claim 15. 

Regarding to claims 16 and 24, Nathan further teaches a computer-readable medium 
having stored thereon computer-executable instructions for performing the method of claims 15 
and 23, respectfully [108, fig. 1]. 

Regarding to claim 17, Brydon, Nathan and Connelly teach all the limitations of claim 
15. Connelly fiirther teaches that the receiving step further comprises receiving the name of the 
computer that is being shutdown [fig. 8F, ENTITY]. 

Regarding to claim 18, Brydon, Nathan and Connelly teach all the limitations of claim 
15. However, Brydon, Nathan and Connelly do not expUcitly teach the storing step further 
comprises storing the snapshot on a memory of the named computer. Specifically, Nathan 
teaches storing the snapshot on a memory [col. 7, lines 17-20]. 
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Connelly teaches storing the name of the system that is being shutdown [fig. 8F, 
ENTITY]. 

As such, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to combine the teachings of Brydon, Nathan and Connelly because they both 
directed to the teaching of shutting down a system and Connelly teaches the details of the storing 
of the computer name which is not explicitly teaches in Brydon and Nathan's system 

Regarding to claim 25, Brydon, Nathan and Connelly teach all the limitations of claim 
23, Connelly further teaches prompting the user to select whether the shutdown is planned or 
unplanned [col. 7, lines 38-39, Table 1]; and, storing the planned or unplanned selection in the 
log file [col. 7, line 39]. 

Regarding to claim 26, Brydon, Nathan and Connelly teach all the limitations of claim 
15. Nathan further teaches 

• at least one pagefile parameter [col. 7, lines 19-20]; and 

• at least one system parameter [col. 7, lines 17-18]. 

Regarding to claim 27, Brydon, Nathan and Connelly teach all the limitations of claim 
26. However, Brydon, Nathan and Connelly do not explicitly teach that at least one pagefile 
parameter comprises a peak utilization amount of a pagefile. 
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As such, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to modify the teachings of Brydon, Nathan and Connelly to include peak 
utilization amount in the pagefile. 

Regarding to claim 28, Brydon, Nathan and Connelly teach all the Umitations of claim 
26. However, Brydon, Nathan and Connelly do not explicitly teach that at least one system 
parameter comprises an amount of an operating system kernel in a volatile memory at the time of 
shutdown. 

As such, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to modify the teachings of Brydon, Nathan and Connelly to include amount of an 
operating system kernel in a volatile memory at the time of shutdown. 

Regarding to claim 29, Brydon, Nathan and Connelly teach all the limitations of claim 
15. However, Brydon, Nathan nor Connelly do not explicitly teach that the snapshot comprises, 
for each user-mode process, an amount of memory utilized by the process. 

As such, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to modify the teachings of Brydon, Nathan and Connelly to include the amount of 
memory utilized by the process in the snapshot. 

Regarding to claim 30, Brydon, Nathan and Connelly teach all the limitations of claim 
15, However, Brydon, Nathan and Connelly do not explicitly teach that the snapshot comprises, 
for each user-mode process, a relative priority of the process. 
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As such, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to modify the teachings of Brydon, Nathan and Connelly to include a relative 
priority of the process for each user-mode in the snapshot. 

Regarding to claim 31, Brydon, Nathan and Connelly teach all the limitations of claim 
15. However, Brydon, Nathan and Connelly do not expUcitly teach that the snapshot comprises, 
for each user-mode process, a number of pointers to blocks of memory utilized by the process. 

As such, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to modify the teachings of Brydon, Nathan and Connelly to include a number of 
pointers to blocks of memory utilized by the process for each user-mode process in the snapshot. 

Regarding to claim 32, Brydon, Nathan and Cormelly teach all the Umitations of claim 
15. However, Brydon, Nathan and Connelly do not explicitly teach that the snapshot comprises 
for each user-mode process, a number of threads of execution associated with the process. 

As such, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to modify the teachings of Brydon, Nathan and Connelly to include a number of 
threads of execution with the process for each user-mode in the snapshot. 

4. Claims 4, 7, 10 - 12, 14 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103[a] as being unpatentable 
over Harvey Brydon [hereinafter Brydon, "powerfail recovery", Dec. 28, 1995] in view of 
Nathan et al [hereinafter Nathan, U.S. Pat. 6,647,492] and in view of Skibinski et al [hereinafter 
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Skibinski, U.S. Pat. 6,654,798] and in further view of Connelly et al [hereinafter Connelly, U.S. 
Pat. 6,594,786]. 

Regarding to claim 4, Brydon, Nathan and Skibinski teach all the limitations of claim 3. 
However, Brydon, Nathan and Skibinski do not explicitly teach that the reasons are retrieved 
from entries located in a system database, wherein each reason entry indicates whether the 
reason is to be displayed during a shutdown of the computer, or during a restart of the computer 
following a shutdown. 

Connelly teaches that the reasons are retrieved from entries located in a system database 
[col. 7, lines 41-42, Table 1], wherein each reason entry indicates whether the reason is to be 
displayed during a shutdown^ of the computer [col. 7, lines 36 - 42], or during a restart^ of the 
computer following a shutdown [col. 7, lines 44 - 52] in order to improve system recovery times 
by quickly identifying unavailable systems [col. 1, line 67 - col. 2, line 1]. 

As such, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to combine the teachings of Brydon, Nathan, Skibinski and Connelly because they 
are directed to the teachings of shutting down/logging off the system and Connelly teaches the 
details of the planned and unplanned shutdown which is not explicit teaches in Brydon, Nathan 
and Skibinski' s system. 



' Each reason in Table 1 indicates whether the shutdown reason is planned or unplanned and as a result, planned 
shutdown reasons will be display during a shutdown of the computer. 

^ Each reason in Table 1 indicates whether the shutdown reason is planned or unplanned and as a result, 
unplanned/crash reasons will be execute during a restart of the computer following a shutdown. 
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Regarding to claim 7, Brydon, Nathan and Skibinski teach all the limitations of claim 1. 
However, Brydon, Nathan and Skibinski do not explicitly teach receiving from the user a 
selection of whether the shutdown was planned or unplanned; and, storing the planned or 
unplanned selection in the memory. 

Specifically, Nathan teaches storing shutdown reason in a memory [col. 7, lines 20 -22] 
regardless the reason is planned or unplanned. 

Connelly teaches receiving from the user a selection of whether the shutdown was 
planned or unplanned [col. 15, lines 64 - 65 along with Table 1]. Connelly further teaches 
storing the planned or unplanned selection in the memory [col. 7, lines 36 - 41] in order to 
improve system recovery times by quickly identifying unavailable systems [col. 1, hne 67 - col. 
2, line 1]. 

As such, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to combine the teachings of Brydon, Nathan, Skibinski and Connelly because they 
are directed to the teachings of shutting down/logging off the system and Connelly teaches 
details of the planned and unplanned shutdown which is not explicit teaches in Brydon, Nathan 
and Skibinski' s system. 

Regarding to claim 10, Brydon, Nathan and Skibinski teach all the limitations of claim 1. 
However, Brydon, Nathan and Skibinski do not explicitly teach prompting the user to enter the 
shutdown reason in response to the user restarting the computer subsequent to the computer 
being shutdown. 
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Connelly teaches prompting the user to enter the shutdown reason in response to the user 
restarting the computer subsequent to the computer being shutdown [col. 7, lines 48 - 49, Unes 
51-52]. 

As such, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to combine the teachings of Brydon, Nathan, Skibinski and Connelly because they 
are directed to the teachings of shutting down/logging off the system and Connelly teaches the 
details of the planned and unplanned shutdown which is not expUcit teaches in Brydon, Nathan 
and Skibinski' s system. 

Regarding to claim 1 1, Brydon, Nathan and Skibinski teach all the limitations of claim 1. 
However, Brydon, Nathan and Skibinski do not explicitly teach that the reason is received via a 
command line interface. 

Connelly teaches that the reason is received via a command line interface [col. 7, line 37]. 

As such, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to combine the teachings of Brydon, Nathan, Skibinski and Connelly because they 
are directed to the teachings of shutting down/logging off the system and Connelly teaches the 
details of the command line interface which is not explicit teaches in Brydon, Nathan and 
Skibinski' s system. 

Regarding to claim 12, Brydon, Nathan and Skibinski teach all the limitations of claim 
1 1 . However, Brydon, Nathan and Skibinski do not explicitly teach that the reason is received in 
the form of a reason code. 
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Connelly teaches reason code [col. 7, Table 1, Cause #]. 

As such, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to combine the teachings of Brydon, Nathan, Skibinski and Connelly because they 
are directed to the teachings of shutting down/logging off the system and Connelly teaches the 
details of the reason code which is not explicit teaches in Brydon, Nathan and Skibinski' s 
system. 

Regarding to claim 14, Brydon, Nathan and Skibinski teach all the limitations of claim 1. 
However, Brydon, Nathan and Skibinski do not explicitly teach that determining, based on the 
user specified selection, whether the shutdown is planned or unplanned; and if the shutdown is 
determined to be unplanned, performing the capturing step. Specifically, Nathan teaches the 
capturing step regardless the shutdown is planned or unplanned [col. 7, 17-18]. 

Connelly teaches a method to determining, based on the user specified selection, whether 
the shutdown is planned or unplanned^ [col. 7, lines 37-41 along with Table 1]. 

As such, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to combine the teachings of Brydon, Nathan, Skibinski and Connelly because they 
are directed to the teachings of shutting down/logging off the system and Connelly teaches the 
details of the planned or unplanned which is not explicit teaches in Brydon, Nathan and 
Skibinski' s system. 



^ Planned downtime results from scheduled activities such as backup, maintenance, and upgrades. Unplanned 
downtime is the result of an unscheduled outage such as system crash, hardware or software failure, or 
environmental incident such as loss of power or natural disaster. 
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Regarding to claim 22, Brydon, Nathan and Skibinski teach all the limitations of claim 
19. However, Brydon, Nathan and Skibinski do not expUcitly teach that in response to the user 
rebooting the computer after an unexpected shutdown, prompting user to enter the reason for the 
unexpected shutdown. 

Connelly teaches that in response to the user rebooting [col. 7, line 44] the computer after 
an unexpected shutdown, prompting user to enter the reason for the unexpected shutdown [col. 7, 
line 51 -52]. 

As such, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to combine the teachings of Brydon, Nathan, Skibinski and Connelly because they 
are directed to the teachings of shutting down/logging off the system and Connelly teaches the 
details of the planned or unplanned which is not explicit teaches in Brydon, Nathan and 
Skibinski' s system. 

5. Claim 33 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103[a] as being unpatentable over Harvey Brydon 
[hereinafter Brydon, "powerfail recovery", Dec. 28, 1995] in view of Nathan et al [hereinafter 
Nathan, U.S. Pat. 6,647,492] and in view of Connelly et al [hereinafter Connelly, U.S. Pat. 
6,594,786] and in fiirther view of Fittges et al [herein after Fittges, U.S. Pat. 6,754, 648]. 

Regarding to claim 33, Brydon, Nathan and Connelly teach all the limitations of claim 
15. However, Brydon, Nathan and Connelly do not explicitly teach that the snapshot comprises 
extensible markup language [XML]. 

Fittges teaches storing data in extensible markup language [XML] [col. 4, lines 53 - 59]. 
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As such, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to combine the teachings of Brydon, Nathan, Connelly and Fittges because they 
are directed to the teaching of storing data and Fittges teaches the details of storing the data in 
XML format. 

Response to Amendment 

6. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1 - 33 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

7. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1. 136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this fmal action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS fi-om the mailing 
date of this fmal action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Vajirachai Komol [Ben] whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
5858. The examiner can normally be reached on 6:00 - 3:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Thomas Lee can be reached on (571) 272-3667. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an appUcation may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for pubUshed appUcations 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



VK 



THOMAS LEE 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMlhER 
TECHNOLOGY CENTER 2100 




